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0 Continuation Sheet Attached 

Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: 

m USP 6.622,287 does not teach or suggest the circu it model instructions of the '895 application 

(2) See Continuation Sheet 
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Issues To Be Discussed: 

(2) The rejections of claims 1 -8 based on Kageshima et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,096,089) in view of Catthoor 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,223,274) and in further view of Allen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,151,568) and other prior 
art. 

Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: 

(2) As discussed in the Rule 1 1 1 Amendment filed on June 22, 2004, the combination of Kageshima, 
Catthoor et al. and Allen et al. does not teach or suggest a determination of whether an initially defined 
instruction set has data dependencies or correlation between instructions, and thence modifying the defined 
instruction set based on the determination. The Patent Office has acknowledged that the combination of 
Kageshima and Catthoor et al. does not expressly disclose at least the determination of data dependencies or 
correlation between instructions of an initially defined instruction set and decreasing the complexity of the 
initially defined instruction set based on that determination. Allen et al. disclose, inter alia, that if the power 
consumption estimation is not satisfactory, changes to the architectural description or other parameters can be 
implemented and the power consumption estimation re-executed. See, e.g., col. 4, lines 35-42; col. 4, line 62 to 
col. 5, line 3 of Allen et al. A more detailed review of Allen et al. does not reveal any further teaching or 
suggestion of refinement of an initial instruction set based on data dependencies or correlation between 
instructions of the initially defined instruction set. 
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